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THE COURT: Let the record show this is Julia 
Eickmeier v. Kevin Kramer. It's 2014-OP-37. The matter is 
before the Court for continued hearing on a petition for 

Order of Protection. Ma'am, would you please state your name\ 
for the record. 

MS. EICKMEIER: Julia Eickmeier. 

THE COURT: Counsel, would you please identify 
yourself and your client. 

MR. STEELE: Robert Steele for the respondent, 

Kevin Kramer. 

THE COURT: We had started the hearing yesterday 
but did not have time to finish it because of my schedule so 
we're continuing with it this morning. Ma'am, I believe you 

had intended to call Mr. Kramer as an adverse witness; is 
that correct? 

MS. EICKMEIER: That is correct. 

THE COURT: Do you still intend to do that? 

MS. EICKMEIER: I'm not sure at this moment. 

THE COURT: Let me ask it this way. If you 're not 

going to call Mr. Kramer, then yesterday you had rested. Do 
you intend to — 

MS. EICKMEIER: No, that's not what I meant. 

THE COURT: Okay. So tell me what your thought 
process is. 
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MS. EICKMEIER: Okay. Well, can I get a chance to 
just say something or? 

THE COURT: You can express to me what you want. 

MS. EICKMEIER: What I want. 

THE COURT: It just won't be evidence. 

MS. EICKMEIER: Okay. 

THE COURT: But you can make an argument so I can 
understand what you're thinking. 

MS. EICKMEIER: Okay. Well, what I want is for the | 
Court to restrict the minor child from going to Mr. Kramer's 
parents' house. 

THE COURT: Let me stop you for one second. At 

this point what I need to know is whether you have anymore 

evidence that you wish the Court to consider before it makes 
its decision. 

MS. EICKMEIER: I do. I do. I have the no 

trespassing order issued by his mom for interference with her| 

visitation when she doesn't have visitation. He's giving his 

mom visitation of the child. It's not their child. It's our| 
child. 

THE COURT: Okay. I guess what I'm trying to 
understand, ma'am, is you testified. You finished. You've 
sat down. You said you were done but then you said you 
wanted to call Mr. Kramer. So what I'm trying to figure out 
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is what you are asking. You don't want to call Mr. Kramer 
now, correct ? 

MS. EICKMEIER: I mean, I could and he could admit 

some — 

the COURT: I'm not suggesting you should. I'm 
lust trying to find out - the way hearings work is parties 
put in evidence. Courts make decisions. Your job is to 
decide what evidence you want to put in. It's not for me to 
tell you and so my cgiestion is not that complex. I just 

to know if there’s any other evidence that you want the Court , 
to consider before you rest your case. 

MS. EICKMEIER: Yes, there is, your Honor. 

THECCURT: Okay. And is this evidence that you 
intend to put in yourself? 

MS. EICKMEIER: I would like to do that. 

THE COURT: Okay. And so you’ve already testified 

and you were done but now you want to testify again? 

MS. EICKMEIER: I guess. I’m pro se so x don , t 

really — 

THE COURT: That's why I'm trying to be as 
accomodating as I can. r m trying to be as helpful as I *1 
to you without being unfair to Mr. Kramer because my goal 
here is to have a fair hearing for everyone. So you 're 
suggesting that you want to retake the stand and you want to 
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offer some additional testimony? After you do that are you 
going to call any other witnesses? 

MS. EICKMEIER: No, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Mr. Steele , do you have any objection 
to her offering some additional testimony? 

MR. STEELE: It's unusual , Judge. 

THE COURT: It is. I won't put Mr. Steele in the 
position of having to object. I'm going to let you do it 
because you're pro se. It's highly unusual, ma'am. It's 
just not how courtroom proceedings work but since you're pro 
se, I'm going to allow you to come up for the limited purpose 
— for the limited purpose of whatever it is that you want to 
say today. I do not want you to go over everything you went 
over yesterday , okay. So you are still under oath from 
yesterday so please retake the stand. 

(Ms. Eickmeier takes the witness stand.) 

THE COURT: Please state your name for the record. 

THE WITNESSi Sulid EickmQier . 

THE COURT: Okay. Tell me what it is that you wantl 
me to know today. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. Well — 

MR. STEELE: I'd ask the Court to remind the 
witness that she's still under oath. 

THE COURT: I did. Yeah , you're still under oath , 
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ma '3icif from yesterday. 

THE WITNESS: Okay. So my biggest problem here is 
that Mr. Kramer signed an agreement with me in his own 
handwriting that I’d like to submit this as evidence, this 
agreement he and I made. You can read it if you'd like. 

MR. STEELE: I think this was discussed yesterday. 

Judge. 

THE COURT: It was discussed but the agreement was 
never given to the Court. Is this two pages of - are these 
two different documents or is this _ 

THE WITNESS: It's all the same. 

THE COURT: I'll mark this as Petitioner's 5. 

It's, I guess, a document with Mr. Kramer. All right. Go 
ahead, ma'am. Mr. Steele's looking at it. 

THE WITNESS: And the day Kevin signed that he came\ 
to my house. We went over the things that I would like 
changed and he signed the things that he agreed on, and I got\ 
pictures of him reading and signing that and, like I said, 
under the Section 2.3, page 3 of our visitation agreement 
that's court-ordered, we have the right to adjust that and he | 
willingly contested that it's unsafe and unhealthy for our 
child to be at his mother's house due to her harassing, 
abusive behavior. And he kept taking Madeline there to, 
basically, please his mother, who she thinks she has 
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visitation rights according to this criminal trespass warning | 

she placed on me preventing me from having contact with my 

Child at her house. She stated on here that it was 

interfering with her visitation. I'd like to submit that as 
evidence. 

THE COURT: Petitioner’s Exhibit 6 is a criminal 
trespass warning issued against the petitioner, apparently, 

the request of a nonparty. Do you have any objection to 
this, counsel? 

MR. STEELE: Relevance. 

the COURT: Sustained. This case isn't about Mrs. 

Kramer and you. it’s about — 

THE WITNESS: The minor child. 

the COURT: — Kevin Kramer. It's not about — 

it's about Mr. Kramer not about his mom. mis deals with his\ 
mom. 

the WITNESS: That's dealing with the minor child, 
your Honor. 

the COURT: Understood. But this isn't relevant to\ 

whether Mr. Kramer committed abuse as defined by the Dcmestic\ 
Violence Act. 

the WITNESS: What about improper concealment? 

THE COURT: Ma 'am, this document is not admissible. 

I'm not going to adnit the criminal trespass order that his 
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mother has against you, okay. That's not relevant. 

With regard to Exhibit 5, do you have any 
objection, counsel? 

MR. STEELE: The same relevance. 

THE COURT: Well, I'll admit 5 only because it 
deals with something Mr. Kramer, apparently, did himself as 

opposed to what some third party did. I haven't read it yet 
but I will admit 5 over objection. 

All right, go ahead, ma 'am. 

THE WITNESS: I was just thinking that it was 
improper concealment for Madeline to be at that property when | 
there's a no trespassing order on me cause his mother has no 
right to prevent me from seeing my child. That's my child 
and I, basically, sought this Order of Protection against 
Mr. Kramer because he is responsible for the minor child and 
the parties. He brings her around when he has her in his 
care. He's responsible for her and he’s deliberately taking 
her somewhere where she is being hid from me that he wrote 
himself that it's unhealthy for her to be there. 

THE COURT: Anything else, ma'am? 

THE WITNESS: No, your Honor. 

THE COURT: Any cross-examination? 

MR. STEELE: No guestions. 

the COURT: Okay. Thank you, ma 'am, you may step 
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down. 


(Witness excused.) 

THE COURT: Any other evidence, Miss Eickmeier? 

MS. EICKMEIER: No, your Honor. 

THE COURT: So you rest? 

MS. EICKMEIER: I rest. 

THE COURT: Counsel. 

MR. STEELE: I renew my motion for a directed 
verdict. If anything, it may be more relevant now because as, 
she said, she brought this OP against Kevin because he takes 
a child to his mother's house and that's what this is all 
about. This is not anything to do with Mr. Kramer abusing 
13 II his child in any way or fashion. No evidence has keen 

H || presented to show that. So I ask the Court, respectfully, to, 
dismiss the Order of Protection. 

THE COURT: Ma'am r your argument. 

MS. EICKMEIER: I mean I think that something 
should be issued in a sense of a modification of an Order of 
Protection preventing Mr. Kramer from taking her to his 
mother’s house cause she has no rights. Kevin admitted in 
that that it's not good for the child's wellbeing to be 
there. His mom is abusive and hostile. This is the whole 
I p oblem, honestly, is his mother. But he is responsible for 
24 ter and his daughter. He's not standing up for his daughter 
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to his mom. He's +. 

J ymg to please his mom. I’m tired 

of it. I can't do this anymore. 

THE COURT: Okay. Thank you. Anything else? 

MR. STEELE: Nothing. 

the COURT: This matter is before the Court for a 
faring on an Order of Protection. An Order of Protection is I 
a very specific remedy and in order for the Court to grant an] 
Order of Protection, it needs to find that there is abuse as 
defined by the Domestic Violence Act. An Order of Protection] 
cannot be used as a way of changing visitation or custody 
There .as a Third District appellate court case and the 
appellate court is the court that reviews decisions of the 

trlal C ° Urt ^ ^ case is Wilson v. Jackson. 

™ it is a 2000 Third District appellate court case and in 
that case the court states that , -We repeat tfcat prijn3ry 

** is to aid victims of 

” I d ° meStlC Vi ° lence Prevent further abuse not resolve 
issues of visitation and custody." 

The evidence that was presented today does not 
demonstrate abuse as defined by the Domestic Violence Act 

21 Miss Eickmeier testified on her direct examination that the 

22 minor had symptoms of recess about her private areas but . 

“ . “ 6y C ° Ujd ~ ^ “at it was caused by a J 

That it could have been caused by other things. 
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Miss Eickmeier has the burden of proof. She has 
the obligation to demonstrate that it's more likely true tftan| 
not that Mr. Kramer has violated the Domestic Violence Act 
and that there's abuse. The evidence presented to this Cou rt| 
does not meet that burden. This is a case where, as Miss 
Eickmeier just argued, it's mostly about Mr. Kramer's mother. 
It's not about Mr. Kramer. You can't use an Order of 
Protection to modify a visitation order. Modification of 
visitation has to take place in the case that it was filed 
and that case was presumably filed under the Parentage Act. 

A Court is not permitted in determining abuse to make 
decisions about a child's best interest on an Order of 
Protection. It's about abuse. If the Court finds abuse, 
then the Court can make certain decisions but it can't start 
with best interest. Under the Parentage Act, the Court can 
consider best interest and visitation issues. 

This Court is of the opinion that Miss Eickmeier 
has not met her burden of proof. The motion for a finding in\ 
the defendant's favor at the close of the petitioner's case 
is granted and the Court is going to return the exhibits to 
the parties. Well, actually to Miss Eickmeier. 

m going to prepare an order which indicates what 
I just said. Everybody will get a copy. Everybody will get 
a copy, ma'am. We will give you back your exhibits so that 
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you have then, tecause I ass,me you're going to ^ ^ ^ 

then. Thank you for caning back this morning, j know that 
it was a bit inconvenient for everyone. 

(Which is an Of said proceeding held in said cause 
on said date.) | 
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